City of Tukwila
Facilities Needs Assessment

and Feasibility Study

Phase 3 City Council Worksession

RicEerozsmEr o4l BERK
5 »
ARCHITESTLFE & FLANSIHG  STRATEGY m AMALYSIS B COMMUMICATIONS



City of Tukwila

n Facilities Needs Assessment and Feasibility Study
I n t ro d u Ctl o n PHASE 3 WORKSESSION &y

A
)

PeehL OF

Today’s Presentation
Process Refresher
Phase 1 Refresher
Phase 2 Refresher

Phase 3 Presentation
Alternatives and Recommendations

Community Outreach and Engagement

A look forward to Phases 4 and 5

Review Project Workplan/Timeline
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Phase One
What are the facilities needs?

= |dentify current use
- Estimate current space needs
*  Project future space needs

Phase Two

How suitable are our current facilities?

= Inventory existing facilities
=  Assess suitability for use
= Assess condition

sl Al Staff Feedback

Phase Three
What'’s the best plan for Tukwila?

= |dentify alternatives (buy, build, lease)
=  Assess alternatives
* |dentify the preferred approach

q Community Outreach and Engagement

Phase Four

How do we get there?

=  Phasing and Funding Plan

sl 5 af Fecdback
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A conservative estimate of future needs:

Tukwila Population and Employment Projections
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A growing population, aging facilities

Tukwila Population Change Over Time, 1910 - 2010 PR S5
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Space Needs Estimates, 2014 & 2040 <\
STAFFING-BASED ESTIMATES \"

Dco

Finance
M Current Need
M Future Need
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Mayor

Parks & Rec Admin
PW - Admin
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Evaluation of Current Facilities \ ¥4
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Operating and Maintenance Costs
Property Value

Work Place Efficiency
Facility Quality
Location

Public Image
Customer Service
Quality of Work Life
Seismic Deficiencies
Operational Flexibility
Expansion Potential
ADA Deficiencies
Acoustics

Facility Evaluation Criteria

1.

[

City of Tukwila Meeds Analysiz and Feasibility Stady
Fice Fergus Miller

Propermy Marketahiity

Opsrating and Malntenancs Cedts

The apesating casts of a bnslding are sigreficantly affected by the enengy expenses ncurmed o
heat, cool and illuminate the bulding. Thess expenses iypically conrelate 1o the thermal efficiency
ol the building enveleps and eflickncy of it lghting and HYAT systams.

The costs to maintain 3 bulidng includes preveniive and mubre mainbenance, conective repars,
deterred maintenance, troubike cals, and replicement of egul pmaent, futures, and fumishings as
Thary wadaar anil @ Bicamie absclone

Facllzies that cost more 1o apesate and mainiain ane |ess valusbe than those that are more
efficienc bn genenl, cperating and maintenarse costs fise with the age of the buiiding This
necesitates rEryestment o the stngctere untl those reinvestmierts ane ma longer cost efective,

Property Walue
Py wa b b e guin of Bath thie structuse tbalding] and e propsmy vl

Value of the structure is affected by the ariginal quality of construction, level of or-going
mMENLEANCE, and it Cunnent condition.

‘Walum of the property iv affected by its e, shape, kecabor, wiskelity, snd road scosss, s well as
the witilithes and any Infrastructune that serves .

Considesation of praperty value becormes nebeyvant iF and when considesation anses o suples o
subject property. If the resale value of 2 property is high, the decision to replace instead of
remodol is ofien the mone cost-efective approach

Propery Artributes

‘Work Process Efficiency

Considemation is guen ba the physical design and layoun of the building Aoor plen and Fow the
e s owﬂlguln.mwmmmndmlnq1ncprupcm.shfa:liuwvgﬂ'benxum of the work
pesTormied hak boen avaluated, 35 wol tha suagninede ol imgrovemants eguined 16 mwgnes tha
averall efficiency,

Wieighiis given 1o work proces efficency since efflicient delivery of senior eguates To ower costs
in proniding it

Facility Cuality

Conshdemtbon Is given to the kel of consruction quality welized when che Teclity was inially
tuilt, Higihver paality mstenials almast always hisee higher durabibty and Lst langer, shich meins
ke maintenance costs are less and replacement of worn cut matenalks less frequent.

Page 1-1
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Facility Evaluation Matrix

Property
Marketability

Property Attributes

Public & Staff
Experience

Facility Specifics

Purpose
As part of the needs assessment,

. E‘ we have assessed the suitability
] % el and condition of these City
."E & E & facilities. This assessment will
S L;, £ i 5 5 help determine the City's plan
5 w © = e =3 for each of the facilities such as
amn ] =] ] & = £ “ ! i
" =4 o = Ex 2 s = remodeling, selling,
= = g = |23 c Y g repurposing, of redeveloping.
; = o 9 -g =3 o 5 8
w = i S a2 & < =<

o [ G 2 CIE

6300 Buuldmg [15978) E E E E E A Suitable Condition

Community Center (1955

Parks & Golf
Maintenance

[ [ [

Minkler Building (1972

[=] [5] []

George Long Shops
Building (1555

=] G [

Fire Station 57 (1973)

[2] [ [=]

Fire Station 52 (197

[-]

Fire Station 53 (1995

Fire Station 54 1567)

E E E |E| Izl E |E| |E| |E| |E| Property Value

E B E |E| IE' |E| |E| |E| |E| |E| Operating/Maint. Cost
(]| =1

[o]
[ [
[o] [1]

] 1=l o] [=] | [ [ | [= ] |customer service
1 ENENENENENE]D R[] [uatity of work ite

(| L0 e | o e | L T ) E20 |

1 ENENETENE =] ] [ | [2] [seismic peficiencies

1 ENETEN N EL ] =] [ ][] [operational fexibitity
|E| |Z| IEI IEI |E| H IEI IEI IEI IEI Evaluation Totals

(] G [ o [

v Unsuitable Condition
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Square Footage Reconciliation

Existing 2013 2040
Sq. Ft. Needs Needs

Essential Government Services 144,044 205,237 235,567
Fire, Police, Finance, Mayor’s Office
Council, Courts, City Clerk, DCD, HR,
IT, Public Works, City Attorney

Community Supporting Facilities 88,248 88,248 88,248
Cultural and Community Centers, Park
Restrooms and Shelters, Golf Course
Associated Structures, etc.

Total 232,292 293,485 323,815
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Staff Engagement N’

v’ Strategy
= Drop-in workshops
=  On-line tools
= Posted materials

v’ Staff comments and recommendations

v Additional feedback
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Phase Three
What’s the best plan for Tukwila?
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Evaluation of Alternatives h 5o:

CRITERIA IN EVALUATING ALTERNATIVES:

Facility Improvemnent Alternatives

R v’ Public Safety

Crierthe course of Phass 1 and 2 of the Peasibilty Shacky, sevaral prianities surfaced in
conver: ns with the Tukmila City Councl 2nd our Sieering Committee tha: should be employed
i bt s by Foec iy I e nics b st serva Thie londg taim naeds of the Cirg. Thase

v’ Customer Service

Bubiic Safety

I judging he marits af ane akeenthe cver ancches, the axpeesson of publi sadey his rsen on
PR us Claions, Ereuring the safery of the Grizens of Tukwils wes dearky exgrasied by the
Tukwila ity Courcd. When it comes ta fire and police, having the night people in the right place at

the rigit time with the ight equipment is furdamental But it also mears that when  flood or o o L4 L4 o
cilher natural dis3ter oogurs IhaT Public Wirks Can Gt 1o [P euipment T e The (e 50 fre IC’en e lver O ’ erV’Ces
and pelice am pbbs (o mapand 1o the smagency, The kostion of the City's Ermergency Operstion

Cervter lalso important to public safety by ensaring Hs surewadlity inthe case of & disaser, as
wiedll 25 access 10 by Mhess who will saffic

Custamer Service

The Ciy of Tukwila exisis 10 serve (bs dbizens. 3o, it is naturally impartant that gevemment services /

an sasiy arcassible s COrENKIE ED Cho e Secki s, This includa s nen oy the building

faciliies thamsabes, but dso The vehicular access, parking, prorimily 1 bus rpuies, and

pedestrian mutes lmading o the buiding snirances

el Cod

[ 4 [
Fungamental o (e City of Tulwala's rission is 1 be geod stawarck of the francial msaurnces thay
calect from the ciizens they serve. The City's intent is to buikd neither o Taj Mahal nora chesp n- Oln era ’n X enses
structure with & short life span. Rather fe City of Tubwila desines 1o cwn and ocoupy structures of

goadvalue, mspedting thedemogrannics of their City, e malcdhing e expedlations of thei
citizens.

On-going Operating Expenses / L o

Tha Ciry of Tukwila hizs  strang oretemnoe for spemding funds on U delsry of samioo as

exposedd ra cperating ad maintaing heirlaolines The exsring 6300 Bulding & 4 gicd Oca t'on
example. The o quality mechanical systems, minimal insilation, and inespensive windows al|

O it to b f_.hi‘“P'l]vI:W'. d Constant mainenarce. Tha wie of hl’J'\I’.{\.ﬂll’.y.\ '\.'"ﬁlll;
Tasting materials thar take lntle mainenance upkesp are sirongly desived Alternathos tha

promeie energy efficency znd oot effective cperation are equally Imporiam. / o ofe
v Flexibility

Whery dugiding whem taloecam a husiess, any business gwrar will vl yau thar the thees most
important crieriassre lacatian, kcotion, snd locotion. The =ame can be said for Iocating
gevemiment serices. The qualig and kel of serdce ircness when they are centrally located,
waky 10 ind, ared oonenient for pour community members 1o get ol out of For fac lities that
helivier service dnom a pamioutar kacatian, such as pakoe and i olities hecating these faciliies

Page 31

Facility Improvement Alternatives Page 3-1 and 3-2




Facility Improvement Alternatives Page 3-3

Public Warks (Shops)

Works
{Admin)

City of Tukwila
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Evaluation Groupings
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v’ City Hall / Public Safety Facilities
v’ Fire Department Facilities

v Public Works Facilities
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Alternatives — City Hall Campus

Parking

L ilding (N
5 X 3
i e 5
o g W
. oy u
iy st
g i
Filll TP T T LA LAk
e R e LAy,
ant
att
i
(!
«

TRy,
rriali
ey,
N

w, - Staff & Overflow
nd a = o

Public Parking

£ Police | Staff ™
%, Parkifig: " .S

City Hall Campus Property
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Option 1

Facility Improvement Alternatives Page 3-5 17
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fing ¢ <+"Staff / Overflow ",
: s Parking R

n,"q I
Public Parking o,

ZParking in
i place of :
i @300 ;|
% Building

City Hall Campus Property

Option 3(b)

Facility Improvement Alternatives Page 3-8
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Alternatives — City Hall Campus

New Construction & Mew Property Acquisition

Property Size: B to 10 Acres
Square Footage: 91,000 to 103,000 sf

' 2013: 2040:
DCD 9,000 sf 10,300 sf
Finance 3,900 st 4,400 sf
Human Resources 1,300s1 1,500 !
Infermation Technology 2,600 sf 2,900 st
-] Mayor's Office 5.500sf 5500 sf
Public '; Council 4400sf 4,400 st
Parking - Courts 5,000 sf 5700 sf
Police 33,100 51 40,100 sf
Public Works {Admin) 7.00sf 7,600 st
Fire (Admin) 4,500 sf 5,000 sf
Parks & Rec (Admin) 8,700 sf 9,800 sf
EOC 6,000 sf 6,000 sf
Total: 91,100 s 103,200 sf

Hypothetical Site Diagram
RIC City Hall Campus Property
Cruns Option 4

MIL

Option 4

Facility Improvement Alternatives Page 3-9 21
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Evaluation — City Hall Campus N

Efficient Delivery of City Services (x4)

~
X
w
a
(-4
&
) 2 G
s s g £
2 % S § -
c = =
;o i s & 2
4 g § £ § £ Y
M 8 = [ = ] =
- : I % 3 5
a o o =] s ™ 3]
R 3 E] 3 2 4 3 3 21
Option 1 -Retain City Hall and 6300 Building 6
Wl 18 15 12 [ & 3 3 65
Option 2 - City Hall Addition in place of 6300 Buildin R 3 4 4 2 4 3 4 24 4
P 9 wil 18 20 16 & 8 3 4 75
R| 4 4 5 2 4 3 4 26
Option 3(a) - 6300 Building replaced with a New Public Safety Buildin
Pt qrep Y 9 wl2e 20|20 6 | 8| 3| 4 85 3
R 5 L) 5 4 4 5 4 32
Option 3(b) - New Public Safety Building / New Prope
P 9 perty wlz |20 |20]02]8 5|4 100 1
R 5 4 5 3 4 4 4 29
Option 4 - New City Hall & New Public Safety Building / New Pro|
P i ety 9 perty W 30 20 | 20 9 8 4 4 95 2
R| 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 22
Option 5 - Acquire and Remodel another Facility 5
W 24 15 12 9 6 3 3 72

Key:
5 Opportunity for substantial improvement; high value, cost effective
4 Likely to be somewhat improved; better; lower cost than comprable projects
3 Maintains current; status quo; average
2 Likely to be somewhat diminished, or compromised; below average; higher cost than compreble projects
1 Clearly lower than current; significantly below average; expensive
R Raw Score
W Weighted Score

Facility Improvement Alternatives Page 3-10
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Option 3(b)

v

v

Function of City Hall remains on the current site

Current City Hall be retained and renovated
( if feasible and cost effective )

Police & Courts be relocated to a new Public Safety Building
Police & Courts be located elsewhere than current site

Dispose of the 6300 Building after utilizing it as ‘interim’ space while
building a new Public Safety Building and renovating the current City
Hall.

Facility Improvement Alternatives Page 3-10 23
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Recommendations — City Hall Services
Option 3(b)

v" Retain Current 24,000 sf City Hall Building

v" Construct addition(s) over time to City Hall to eventually accommodate:

= DCD 9,000 sf
= Finance 3,900 sf
=  Human Resources 1,300 sf
= |Information Technology 2,600 sf
=  Mayor’s Office 5,500 sf
= City Council 4,400 sf
= Public Works Admin 7,100 sf
=  Parks & Rec Admin 8,700 sf

Total: 42,500 sf

Square footages as determined during Phase 2. 24
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Considerations ~ Public Safety Building

Option 3(b)
v" New Public Safety Building to house:
=  Courts 5,000 sf
= Police 33,100 sf

=  Emergency Operations Center 6,000 sf

v' Considerations in locating a new Public Safety Building (Phase 4):
= Centrally located
= Highly visible to community
=  Commercially zoned property
= Relatively flat site, and 4 to 5 acres in size
= Convenient access to a major arterial
= Qutside flood plains and soils subject to liquefaction

Square footages as determined during Phase 2. 25
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Alternatives — Fire Department

Facility Improvement Alternatives Page 3-11
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. / \ Alternatives — Fire Department

Merge with Kent
Regional Fire
Authority?

Facility Improvement Alternatives Page 3-11 27
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Recommendations

v" Fire Station 53
= Retain in current location
=  Minor improvements
v' Fire Station 54
= Replace/Relocate — Northwesterly
= |Investigate partnership with City of Seatac
v" Fire Station 52

= Replace/Relocate — Southeasterly

= Administrative Headquarters
v" Fire Station 51
= Replace/Relocate — South 180 St

Facility Improvement Alternatives Page 3-14
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Public Works — Phase 2 Conclusions

v" Minkler and George Long Shops should both be replaced
= Both are currently located in floodplains
= Both are currently located on soil subject to liquefaction
= Both are significantly undersized for today’s needs

= Both facilities have significant deferred maintenance issues

v" Minkler and George Long Shops should be co-located
= Co-locating affords higher efficiency
= Co-locating is likely less expensive to build

=  Co-locating is likely less expensive to maintain

Facility Improvement Alternatives Page 3-15
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Public Works - Alternatives -
What might a new co-located facility look like?
3
““;L'li;l.i.c;' ‘.,
City Staff "E:?.r.ifi?.g.’-“‘:
Hypothetical Site Diagram
30

Facility Improvement Alternatives Page 3-15
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v Seek property for a new consolidated Public Works Campus that would
accommodate all of the City services currently located at the Minkler and
George Long properties.

v' Ideally, the new subject property would have the following characteristics:

Size of 8 to 10 acres of ‘usable’ land area
Outside any floodplains and floodways
Outside areas of liquefaction soils
‘Industrial’ zoning designation

Efficient access to all areas of the City

Facility Improvement Alternatives Page 3-16
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Recommendations — Summary

v" New Public Safety Building on a new property.

v" New Public Works Campus that consolidates Minkler and George Long Shops
on a new property.

v Fire Station 51 to replaced on property already acquired by the City of
Tukwila.

v Fire Station 52 to replaced on a new property south of the current location.

v Fire Station 54 to replaced on a new property northwest of the current
location, potentially in partnership with City of Seatac Fire Station 47.

v City Hall services to remain on current City Hall Campus with modest
additions to the current building.
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An informed public is a supportive public.

» A Communications Plan to ensure consistent and effective messages
about the Facilities Needs Assessment and Feasibility Study

Council
Communications Plan

* Objectives

* Messages

* Points of Contact
* Channels

* Timeline

Staff Partners

Consulting

Communit
Team y
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Recent outreach efforts.

Road Show

TIBAC, COPCAB, Tukwila Rotary, Southcenter Rotary, Southwest
King Chamber of Commerce, Tukwila Historical Society, Equity
and Diversity Commission, Library Advisory Board, Arts
Commission, Parks Commission and Sustain the Pool

Website

Phase 1 and Phase 2 documents
Narrated video of Road Show
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So far... .

Announce the project
Describe purpose and objectives
Communicates the benefits of a comprehensive assessment

...and for the next steps

Share preliminary findings (which buildings are in most need of repair
or replacement)

Decision criteria for moving forward
Long-term plan and priorities
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What’s next? '_j'j’i."_';;—_gq'sii:i"j"ﬁ."..--

» What does the preferred scenario cost?
» Costs to build the facilities?
» Short-term construction phase costs?
» Changes to on-going operations costs?

» How can the City implement the scenario?
» What are the phasing and sequencing options?

* How might the City pay for all of this? (developing a funding
Strategy)
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Goal:

Development of a preferred
Funding and Phasing Strategy
that balances timing, impacts on
capital resources, public safety,
and customer service, among
other considerations.
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Questions?



